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general sanction, then the individual should yield
because promiscuous acts of defiance, although inspired
by a righteous indignation and an unselfish zeal, would
destroy the whole system of law which guarantees all
other rights. So, in seeking to gain one right, we might
lose all.
In thus idealizing the State as the crystallization
of our moral social purpose, Green was treading on
very dangerous ground. The State, after all, is an
institution equipped with governmental machinery:
such an institution is liable to capture by interested
parties. A Marxian would argue, for instance, that
the State has always been so captured, and that it has
been simply the executive organ of the economically
powerful class. Whether the question is capable of
so simple an answer is for the moment irrelevant.
What matters is the acknowledgement that the
machinery of government can be captured and turned
to perverted ends. Therefore, the more we idealize
the State, the more we concede a State-sovereignty
unchecked by individual rights, the more easily do we
hand ourselves bound hand and foot to the pretentious
and hypocritical usurper, whose every tyranny will be
justified on the ground that he is forcing us to be free,
and that, as the State authority, he can tell us our
own real good. It is perfectly true that Green knew
where to draw the line ; he never wished the State to
assume positive functions, but limited his collectivism
to a demand for the social destruction of obstacles "to
freedom. He was willing to grant rights to associations
within the State, and he wished the Nation-State to
be itself linked up with and limited by a super-national
authority, a League of Nations or a Federation of the
World, But Greenes instinctive liberalism did not live
in his successors, and we shall see how, in tte laier
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